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To; 



The Rt Hon William Whitelaw, CH, MC, MP 
Secretary of State for the Home Department 
The Rt Hon Tom King, MP 
Secretary of State for the Environment 

REPORT BY THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT BOUNDARY COMMISSION 
FOR ENGLAND 

A SURVEY OF THE COMMISSION’S WORK SO FAR AND THEIR FUTURE 
PROGRAMME 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The Local Government Boundary Commission for England was 
established by the Local Government Act 1972 to review the administrative 
boundaries of local government areas — Greater London, counties, districts and 
parishes — and the electoral arrangements for those areas. The Commission are 
not concerned with parliamentary constituencies which are the exclusive 
responsibility of the Parliamentary Boundary Commission. 

2. We are shortly to embark on a new and no doubt substantial extension of 
our work as a result of the requirement laid down by statute, namely, that 
between 1 April 1984 and 1989 the Commission shall review all counties in 
England, all metropolitan districts and all London boroughs, together with the 
boundaries between Greater London and the counties adjoining it and between 
the City and the adjoining London boroughs, for the purpose of considering 
whether or not to make proposals for changes. The Act empowers the Secretary 
of State to give us guidance, and we refer later in this report to the particular 
considerations which will determine how quickly and to what extent we shall be 
able to review “comprehensively” (to quote DOE Circular 33/78) principal areas 
and boundaries after 1 April 1984. 

3. The main purpose of this report is to set down some of our views and 
concerns arising from the practical work that has preoccupied us in recent years. 
We believe that both the Commission’s new work and their continuing remit will 
be made easier if submissions to us are prepared in accordance with the 
suggestions outlined below and with the relevant parts of the earlier guidance 
which we have issued from time to time. For convenience, we set out as 
Appendices A, B and C to this report those parts of the Commission’s Reports 
Nos. 286, 287 and the subsequent further guidance which we see as still 
operative, given the passage of time and changes in circumstances during the last 
five years. 

4. The first major task required of the Commission, once the new local 
authorities had been elected in 1973, was to review the electoral arrangements of 
the new districts, to be followed by electoral reviews of the counties. Commission 
Report No 413 of May 1981 recorded the completion of this initial review of 

FOOTNOTE 

Department of the Environment Circular No. 33/78 
The Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England’s Programme 1978-83 
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districts and gave details of its outcome as well as of the result of an electoral 
review of London boroughs which the Commission had also carried out during 
the period it covered (November 1973 to the end of 1 980). The report mentioned, 
without going into any detail, that electoral reviews of 23 non-metropolitan 
counties had also been completed by the end of 1980. 

5. Report No 413 also contained observations on a number of matters of 
procedure and practice. We shall refer to some of these again in the present report 
as well as setting out the progress we have made with further electoral reviews, 
with principal area boundary reviews, and with parish reviews. We also give an 
account of some of the particular difficulties we have identified in connection 
with these reviews. 

COUNTY ELECTORAL REVIEWS 

6. Since the end of 1980 we have completed our work on one metropolitan 
and seven non-metropolitan county reviews so that at the beginning of this year 
we had 14 county reviews still to be dealt with. A list of the 14 counties is in 
Appendix D. 

7. County electoral reviews give rise to a good deal of interest among 
political organisations, but rather less general public interest. This is because 
changes to electoral boundaries can affect the operation of local party machines 
and because of the well understood desire of all those involved in local politics to 
avoid confusion in electors’ minds with different parish ward, district ward and 
county division boundaries. Of course, wherever reasonably practicable, county 
electoral divisions should not cross district boundaries or the boundaries of 
parishes and parish wards; all counties therefore make considerable efforts to 
reduce boundary crossing to a minimum. Nevertheless, in many instances 
division boundaries do have to cross the boundaries of district wards, because 
although the Act requires that electoral divisions (outside Greater London where 
special rules apply) should have regard to district ward boundaries, the 
overriding consideration must nonetheless be the question of numerical balance 
between divisions. This is in contradistinction to the thinking behind the criteria 
which the Parliamentary Boundary Commission have been given, namely, that 
numerical considerations are subordinate to questions of geography. 

8. Equality of representation therefore is given pride of place in the rules set 
out in the 1972 Act, and is of very great concern to the Commission. We seek to 
ensure that as few cases as possible result in a level of representation greater or 
less than 10% from the average for the authority as a whole, and that 
representation departing more than 20% from the average is backed by very 
strong reasons and has public support. This does not mean that we do not take 
into account community ties but they cannot be allowed to override equality of 
representation unless there are the most cogent reasons. Where the level of 
representation is within 10% of the average, greater weight can be given to 
geographical and community factors. On the combination of urban and rural 
areas within a division (as also in district wards) we have no fixed views. We deal 
with each case on its merits, taking the view that level of representation is the 
most important factor. 

SECOND DISTRICT ELECTORAL REVIEWS 

9. Report No 413 noted that although the Commission had received a few 
requests for second electoral reviews in districts or London boroughs, none had 
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been undertaken up to that time. The Commission remained reluctant to 
undertake second reviews, but recognised that there might be very exceptional 
cases where it would be appropriate because of major changes in the size or 
distribution of the electorate since the initial review. Any such reviews ought to 
be undertaken before the Commission embarked on the comprehensive reviews, 
post 1 April 1984. 

10. In the intervening period, several further requests for second electoral 
reviews have been made. While adhering to the approach referred to in the 
previous paragraph, we have agreed to five of these requests — from the councils 
of the districts of Basingstoke and Deane, Halton, South Staffordshire, 
Tamworth and Taunton Deane — and reviews were in progress at the beginning 
of the year. We had received a draft scheme from Tamworth Borough Council by 
the end of last year and one from Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council has 
been received since then. 

11. There has been further evidence of the inconvenience, referred to in 
Report No 413, caused by lack of any mechanism in the Act for making minor 
electoral changes without the need for a full scale review. We have received no 
indication that amending legislation is likely and we have given some thought to 
ways and means of streamlining our own administrative practices and what we 
ask of the local authorities. Our objective was to seek savings in time and 
resource costs, our own and those of district councils in particular, without in any 
way impinging on the procedure for reviews laid down in the Act. We found the 
scope for significant saving heavily constrained by the terms of the Act. We are 
not therefore at all optimistic that we shall be able to deal with many of these 
second reviews in any shorter time, or with less effort, than the original reviews 
demanded. 

12. One area in which it may be possible to speed things up is in the local 
consultation process for which a total of 20 weeks was allowed, in the timetable 
adopted in the Commission’s Report No 6 for the initial electoral reviews, after 
the formal announcement of a review. We remain firmly convinced that any draft 
scheme prepared by a district council must be on deposit locally for six weeks to 
give ample time for people to make comments to the council before the scheme is 
submitted to us. But it has always been the Commission’s view that the local 
consultations preceding this were very much a matter for the district council. 

13. Wherever, therefore, we agree to undertake a second district electoral 
review, we would be only too willing to reduce the 14 week period allowed for 
preparation of a draft if this is what the district council want. We hope councils 
will find that they are able to take advantage of this; but we do not propose to 
insist on it at this stage. 

DISTRICT BOUNDARIES 

14. Over the last two or three years we have had a steady flow of submissions 
from district councils to amend their boundaries. We have completed altogether 
23 reviews of principal area boundaries (a list of the reports to the Secretary of 
State is at Appendix E). We have refused eight requests that we propose 
boundary changes. One application was withdrawn in mid-stream, and at the 
beginning of 1983 our office had 43 cases in hand. 

15. Generally, requests for changes have not, so far, seriously affected the 
pattern of local government but have rather tended to be minor changes arising 
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out of parish review work, though even minor boundary changes can cause a 
good deal of local concern. In London there are no parish reviews and the two 
requests we had from London boroughs, one of which we decided not to proceed 
with at present, arose from different causes. It is, of course, our responsibility to 
propose changes; but we are, in general, only able to discharge that responsibility 
if proponents of change put forward a detailed and reasoned case. If we are to 
deal reasonably expeditiously with further cases it is vital that district councils 
highlight the real issues. It is also desirable that proponents should consult all 
affected parties, and essential that other affected local authorities should be 
consulted and their views made known to the Commission. 

16. In submissions to the Commission it is important that the main reasons 
for change should be clearly set out. Our experience is that submissions ail too 
frequently do not set out the facts and arguments that have ted the district council 
to the conclusion that the change will be in the interests of effective and 
convenient local government, our main concern. Similarly, objectors also tend to 
assume that acceptance of their views will self-evidently lead to this result. We 
emphasise most strongly that the reasons why a change is considered to be in the 
interests of effective and convenient local government should be fully stated. 
Community ties, the way in which services are provided, and the wishes of the 
local inhabitants, are all matters to be taken into account and are often dealt with 
fairly fully in the material supplied to the Commission, But it is not always 
apparent how and why the changes sought would be desirable, that is, in what 
way they would improve the existing situation in terms of effective and 
convenient local government. 

PARISH REVIEWS 
General 

17. Change for change sake is to be avoided, but the level of interest in parish 
reviews can be judged from the fact that the Commission have reported on 99 
cases in total, 28 cases being dealt with last year, and that we have some 70 cases 
outstanding. Public response to parish reviews can be enormous and we are 
presented with a great many papers to consider. In the interests of efficiency it is 
therefore important to us to have submissions and objections set out in a way that 
highlights real issues and gives us, when appropriate, real alternatives — 
particularly over boundaries. 

18. It would be helpful if the following points were borne in mind: 

{a) when change is proposed, the new boundaries should be clearly 
identifiable on the ground and should be clearly indicated on a map in a 
way that will make sense, without further research, to a Commission 
unfamiliar with the locality. Technical difficulties have arisen in the later 
stages of certain parish reviews over the precise definition, for purposes of 
the Order implementing the changes, of some of the boundaries proposed. 
Ordnance Survey have a statutory duty in connection with boundaries 
established by Order; delay can often be avoided if they are consulted at an 
early stage. Subject to their other commitments they are prepared to 
discuss technical aspects of proposed new boundaries with district 
councils before reports to the Commission are finalised. District councils 
wishing to take advantage of this should get in touch with Ordnance 
Survey HQ at Southampton. 
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(b) the argument for proposed changes should deal, in the following order, 
with the convenience and effectiveness of local government (especially in 
relation to the powers and responsibilities of parish councils); with 
community ties or groupings; and with local wishes and particularly those 
of the individuals affected. Other matters can, of course, be included but it 
is important for the Commission to have information on these three 
aspects in all cases. 

(c) where referenda or polls or votes at meetings have been conducted, the 
way in which this was done (and any factors that might have affected the 
outcome) should be explained. We set out, in paragraph 29, our approach 
to the problem of assessing the public’s interest. 

(d) we will make proposals about parishes in the light of their appropriateness 
for effective and convenient local government. We believe that parishes 
containing no electors, and parishes which have no regular parish 
meetings, do not have any real place on the local government map. 
Parishes with small electorates may be appropriate, but we will consider 
the question of their continued existence on the particular merits of each 
case. Not all district councils have given details in their review reports of 
parish populations or electorates, or said whether parish meetings have 
been regularly convened. If it is necessary for our office to take these 
questions up with the council after their report has been received, this can 
be a further source of delay. We would much prefer that the necessary 
information be included in the report in the first place. 

(e) in general, parishes should not exceed 20,000 population or 1/5 of the total 
population of the district. Our main problems have been with proposals 
well over these limits and particularly for urban parishes. The Commission 
are not debarred from recommending parishes with large populations but 
we have taken the view that there must be very considerable local support 
and usually district council support, and a minimum of opposition, before 
the case can be treated as exceptional. Moreover, we require convincing in 
detail that smaller viable communities do not exist on which parishes 
could be based. 

(/) there are three broad types of urban parish giving rise to rather different 
considerations. The first is an existing parish which it is suggested should 
be enlarged. In this case we attach less importance to the population 
criteria in (e) than in the other cases. The second is where a wholly new 
parish is proposed, typically a substantial rural town. In the case of larger 
towns we need a great deal of convincing argument to persuade us that our 
guidelines will permit the proposal to be treated as exceptional. The third 
is where a parish is proposed for part of a continuous urban area. In this 
case the “distinctive and recognisable” community of DOE Circular 
121/77 is seldom encountered, but we take the view that if there is a 
substantial measure of agreement locally that a community exists, the 
establishment of a parish will not be ruled out. Our guideline figures are 
however emphasised. 

FOOTNOTE 

Department of the Environment Circular No. 121/77 
Local Government Act 1972 
Pari.sh Reviews 
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The approach to reviews 

19. The Act gives us two courses of action if for any reason we are not 
convinced that the proposals recommended by a council are apt for securing 
effective and convenient local government in the district. We can modify the 
proposals, or if that would still not in our view produce a desirable result, we can 
undertake a review and produce our own proposals. We can also carry out our 
own review in cases where the council have decided not to recommend any 
proposals at all. 

20. Commission Report No 286 said in effect (paragraphs 10 and 1 1) that the 
Commission would be prepared to use the power of modification to correct what 
they saw as any failure by the council to comply with the DOE guidelines, but not 
to make major changes which would run counter to thecouncirsjudgementasto 
what was apt for effective and convenient local government. They would be 
reluctant to question such a judgement but they did specifically reserve their right 
to exercise the powers to do so which the Act conferred on them. 

21. It has become apparent in practice however that different councils take 
widely different views of the duty laid on them by the Act and have very different 
understandings of what the guidelines are intended to achieve. The analysis of 
likely action which Report No 286 set out has not stood the test of experience. We 
have found, for example, that, as we explain in more detail below, some district 
councils have on principle set their faces against recommending changes which 
are not agreed by everyone concerned, or against creation of any urban parishes. 
The result has been that they have not carried through their reviews with a 
completely open mind and we have not been able to give as much weight to their 
recommendations as we would have done in cases where a more flexible 
approach has prevailed. 

Boundary changes 

22. In the case of district councils whose area is wholly or largely parished 
already there is usually an acceptance of the role of the parish and a helpful 
approach to those interested in the review. The main problem in these cases has 
been the reluctance of some district councils to recommend a change which is 
vanted by one parish which would gain by the change but opposed by the one 
vhich would lose. Having adjoining parishes at loggerheads is not desirable and 
district councils have had a natural reluctance to make recommendations which 
would otherwise seem to be in the interests of effective and convenient local 
government. 

23. We feel that a change which clearly satisfies the guidelines and is wanted 
by the local inhabitants concerned should not be rejected for the sole reason that 
it might cause strained relationships between the two authorities directly 
concerned. In such cases we will not necessarily follow the district council’s 
proposal to leave matters as they are. 

New parishes 

24. In the case of district councils whose area is either entirely or mainly 
unparished (and hence probably largely urban in nature) there is often, but not 
always, a reluctance to encourage the introduction or spread of what tends to be 
thought of as an unnecessary and potentially expensive third tier of local 
government. This reluctance need not prevent the district council from carrying 
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out the review fairly. Nevertheless, it can obviously affect their conclusions about 
whether or not a change is to be recommended. There can be conflict between the 
views of the inhabitants concerned who might like parish government, and the 
opinion of the district council that a change of this sort would not be in the 
interests of effective and convenient local government. This type of conflict is 
most likely to arise in areas of continuous urban development. 

25. We appreciate and understand the difficulties in this sort of case. We 
have no leaning ourselves either in favour of or against the creation of new 
parishes. We are however concerned to see that the guidelines that have been laid 
down are followed. In a case where there is clear evidence that a distinctive and 
recognisable community exists, which is within the guideline limits on size, and 
the evidence shows that the wishes of the local inhabitants would be met by the 
creation of a parish, then the reluctance of a district council to make the 
appropriate recommendation will not deter us from putting forward proposals of 
our own for a parish. 

Commission action 

26. The original guidance (see paragraph 20 above) said that the 
Commission would use their powers of modification to deal with any detailed 
amendments they wished to make to proposals recommended by a district 
council, but that where amendments would result in a substantial change in the 
parish pattern proposed by the district council or involved a departure from their 
judgement the Commission would carry out their own review instead of 
modifying the proposals recommended. Experience suggests that this approach 
should be changed. 

27. The Act requires that we should publish, for comment, any suggestions 
of our own, whether they are draft proposals formulated by us in the course of 
carrying out a review, or are modifications to proposals recommended by the 
council. We believe that it is less confusing therefore to deal under the 
modification powers with all amendments to the package of proposals 
recommended by a district council, and to use our powers to carry out our own 
review only where no proposals have been recommended by the district council, 
or where the proposals taken as a whole cannot realistically, in our view, be 
modified to make them apt for securing effective and convenient local 
government. 

28. When we publish draft proposals or modifications we think it desirable 
that the reasons why we have taken this action should be clear to those who may 
be affected. This has not always been the case. In some instances, for example, we 
have taken account of representations made direct to us which were not available 
to the public at large or even the local authorities. This is not entirely satisfactory 
and we therefore intend as a matter of routine in the future to ensure that any 
relevant representations or other documents are placed on deposit for inspection 
at the district council offices along with our draft proposals or modifications. We 
will draw attention to this fact in the letter publishing the draft proposals or 
modification. Moreover, to avoid any misunderstanding we ask district councils, 
when they announce the publication of their report (see paragraph 3 of Appendix 
C) to include a further sentence in the statement about comments to the 
Commission. This should say that if the Commission decide in the light of any 
representations made to them to modify the proposals recommended by the 
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council — or to carry out their own review — they will at the same time place any 
relevant letters etc on deposit for inspection, with their own modifications. We 
think this change in our procedure would be an improvement on present practice. 



Assessing public interest 

29. The procedure to be followed by district councils conducting parish 
reviews is laid down in section 60 of the Local Government Act 1972 and we 
regard it as essential that the requirements of that section should be met. In 
Commission Report No 286 a procedure was suggested which, if followed, would 
have met these requirements. District councils do, however, have a discretion 
about the exact way in which they carry out a review. In cases where they have 
chosen to prefer their own procedures and these have still satisfied the statutory 
requirements, we accept the position. 

30. The essential point is that the inhabitants of every area to be reviewed 
should have adequate opportunity to express their views. Councils are free to 
make up their own minds about how to ensure that this is done, but in reviewing 
the parish pattern councils should bear in mind that their duty as set out by 
statute is to keep the whole of their district under review, including any 
unparished area. We are satisfied that the procedure suggested in Report No 286 
(extracts at Appendix A) would meet the statutory requirements. If a district 
council should choose a different method to see that persons who may be 
interested in the review are kept informed about it and this does not adequately 
cover the inhabitants in both parished and unparished areas, it will not in our 
view be sufficient and the time and expenditure involved in all subsequent steps 
will have been wasted. 

31. Report No 286 (paragraph 2) says “no doubt in parished areas existing 
machinery will provide for the expression of local opinion. In unparished areas 
the district council may wish to call a local meeting in order to discover local 
opinion.” In this regard, one of the problems which district councils have to face 
is the question of how to evaluate public support for the establishment of a new 
parish. There is no guidance on the degree and type of support which is necessary 
to make that support a prime consideration in determining whether or not a new 
parish should be created. Public meetings, referenda, petitions and letters all help 
to create a general feeling of what the local inhabitants want but quite often it is a 
very small proportion of the public as a whole which expresses any opinion at all. 

32. The judgement of the district council about what is apt for effective and 
convenient local government in their area will always be a most important factor. 
Generally, we will not wish to disagree with their judgement unless there is a 
substantial indication of public opinion against it. This could take the form of a 
high proportion of those voting (whatever the percentage of voters) or a simple 
majority of a high percentage of the total electors involved. The same degree of 
public interest would not be necessary to support the district council views. A 
proposal from them to establish a new parish, for example, would not be 
unacceptable to us simply because the majority of people did not care or bother 
to give their views. 
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LOCAL MEETINGS ARRANGED BY THE COMMISSION 



33. A local meeting arranged by the Commission is strictly to enable us 
(often through an Assistant Commissioner appointed specifically for the 
purpose) to gather information that we need to help us reach conclusions and 
that we cannot obtain in any other convenient way. This form of consultation is 
not therefore a means of hearing the arguments for and against a particular 
course of action and arguing matters through to a conclusion; it is rather an 
opportunity for testing the strength of particular aspects of arguments which 
have already been deployed in the material we have before us. We do not arrange 
a meeting simply because there is great public interest and people want to have 
their say. 

SOME PARTICULAR DIFFICULTIES IN OUR WORK 
Council size 

34. One cause of serious delay that we have encountered in a few instances in 
dealing with electoral reviews of both non-metropolitan and metropolitan 
counties is difficulties over the size of council on which the authorities should 
base the draft schemes we have asked them to prepare. 

35. It is the Commission’s responsibility to determine the size of councils for 
principal areas. The judgments in the Court of Appeal* and the House of 
Lords** arising from the case brought against the Commission by the London 
Borough of Enfield have underlined this. In the former, Lord Denning said; 

“Next, however, there are the words at the beginning of section 47; ‘. . . 
changes appearing to the Commission desirable in the interests of 
effective and convenient local government . . These words seem to me 
to be overriding words which the commission must apply in the whole of 
their consideration . . .” And later “It seems to me, reading the whole of 
their recommendations together, that they [the Commission] took the 
broad view that in the interests of effective and convenient local 
government, the right number of councillors for Enfield should be 66, 
divided into 33 wards, that being the best way of dealing with Enfield. 
This is what they thought was ‘desirable’ in accordance with section 
47(1). I think they were entitled to take that view.” 

36. In the House of Lords Viscount Dilhorne said; 

“While para 3(2) [of Schedule 1 1] makes it clear that electoral equality is 
to take priority in the fixing of boundaries and in relation to local ties, 
there is no corresponding provision in the Act giving it priority in the 
fixing of the number of councillors . . . under section 47 the only 
proposals which the commission are authorised to make are proposals 
for changes which appear desirable in the interests of effective and 
convenient local government. The section gives it power to put forward 
proposals which can be effected in a wide variety of purposes (sic) but all 
the proposals they put forward must be with that object and not just to 
secure as nearly as may be electoral equality. 



♦ (1979) 1 ALL ER 950 

** (1979) 3 ALL ER 747 
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Having decided on the appropriate number of councillors required for 
effective and convenient local government, it is then the duty of the 
commission to give effect so far as is reasonably practicable to the 
requirements of para 3(2) and then as nearly as may be secure electoral 
equality; but to say that that must take priority over what is required for 
such government is, in my view, to misconstrue the Act.” 

37. In Report No 6, the Commission proposed to use the same range of 
council size for counties, namely, 60-100, as used by the Home Office, save in 
exceptional circumstances, for the 1973 elections of the new councils to take over 
when reorganisation became operative. For metropolitan districts the proposed 
range was 50-80 and for non-metropolitan districts 30-60. Well before the start 
of the county electoral reviews the Commission wrote to all non-metropolitan 
county councils referring to this range of council sizes, setting out the principles 
they would like them to adopt when it came to preparing draft schemes, and 
stating what, in the light of these principles, would in their view be the 
appropriate size of council for each county. 

38. It was made clear that any special factors the authority might wish to 
identify in support of a modified figure would be considered. The letter stressed 
that the Commission could not be committed to a particular figure in advance of 
the review: they fully recognised that they must examine each case on its merits. 
When they started the electoral reviews of metropolitan districts the Commission 
similarly indicated the principles which they thought should subsequently 
determine the metropolitan county council size. 

39. Subsequent to this correspondence the Commission submitted proposals 
for all the metropolitan districts and reached agreement with most of the county 
authorities on the appropriate council size for purposes of preparing draft 
schemes. In five cases where no mutually acceptable solution could be reached it 
was agreed that the issue should be left over for settlement when the review of 
electoral arrangements was undertaken. It is in this handful of cases that the 
current continuing difficulties and delays have arisen. 

40. The arguments used in favour of larger councils than we had thought 
appropriate have been based mainly on three grounds. First, that certain areas 
had special problems and the social or community factors involved required 
more councillors’ time than normal. Second, that geographical factors such as area 
to be covered by a councillor and the difficulty of communications should be taken 
into account. Third, that there should be maximum compatibility between 
district wards and county divisions. Whilst we have considered these most 
carefully, in no instance as yet have we concluded that a county council have 
advanced sufficiently convincing arguments on these grounds for the larger 
council they sought. Overall, we have attached much more importance so far to 
numerical balance between like county areas than to some of the factors 
indicated above. We are, however, continuing to treat each case on its merits and 
there were signs towards the end of 1982 that some of the authorities concerned 
were willing to reconsider their earlier refusal to cooperate with us in exploring 
possible schemes based on council sizes smaller than they themselves would wish 
to see. We continue to attach great importance to getting comparable 
representation for similar areas and hence to our guideline figures. 
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The rule of three 

41. Report No 413 drew attention to difficulties stemming from what has 
been referred to as the rule of three. Section 6(2)(b) of the Act requires that wards 
in metropolitan districts shall return a number of members that is divisible by 
three. This meant the Commission had been obliged on occasion to propose 
arrangements that were in other respects less satisfactory than they would have 
wished. Because the primary criterion in Schedule 11 of the Act, paragraph 
3(2)(a), meant that the electorate of each ward in a metropolitan district had in 
effect to be as nearly as maybe of the same size, the Commission were deprived of 
the element of flexibility sometimes needed to meet the other requirements of 
Schedule 1 1, particularly paragraph 3(3)(b) relating to local ties. Being unable to 
adjust the number of councillors to match the local communities more closely, 
the Commission had been obliged to place communities in what was sometimes 
an unsatisfactory pattern of approximately equal sized wards. 

42. That Report went on to make a plea for consideration to be given in any 
amending legislation to allowing the Commission the same degree of flexibility as 
over London boroughs and non-metropolitan districts, where mixtures of one, 
two, and three member wards could be used to match wards better to local 
conditions. 

43. What is causing us increasing concern, however, as the date for the start 
of the mandatory reviews draws near, is the difficulties to which Report No 413 
drew attention in relation to these forthcoming reviews. In reviewing the 
boundaries of metropolitan districts we could find ourselves faced with the need 
to carry out a fresh electoral review of the whole of a district simply because a 
transfer of land, which might be agreed locally as sensible, involved an area that 
was not coterminous with an existing three member district ward, or of an 
equivalent size in electorate terms, and yet affected enough electors to produce an 
imbalance with the other wards in the district. All the other wards of the district 
might be functioning perfectly adequately, but we could be called on to review 
them, and possibly rearrange them significantly, merely because we did not have 
the power to propose alteration of the district electoral arrangements by the 
addition or subtraction of a one or two member ward. 

44. When we come to review the London boroughs there will be no such 
problem because the Act already gives us the flexibility referred to. 

45. Apart from the references to this problem in Report No 413, we have also 
taken the matter up direct in correspondence with Ministers and Departments. 

OUR FUTURE PROGRAMME 

46. We refer in our introduction and elsewhere in this report to the statutory 
requirement that, between 1 April 1984 and 1989, the Commission must review 
all counties, metropolitan districts, London boroughs and the Greater London 
boundary. This means that the Commission must be prepared to consider in 
detail whether the pattern of authorities set up by Parliament in the London 
Government Act of 1963 and the Local Government Act of 1972 is still right, 
and, if not, what changes in area or status or both the Commission should 
propose from the options available to them in the Act. 

47. The Commission’s ability to discharge this formidable task will depend 
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upon a number of considerations. While the basic procedure for conducting 
reviews is laid down in section 60 of the Act in fairly broad terms, section 60(6) 
provides for regulations, and section 52(1) for directions, by the Secretary of 
State for the guidance of the Commission in conducting reviews and making their 
proposals. DOE Circulars 121/77 and 33/78 are examples of such guidance. 

48. Ideally, we would have wished by now, or in the very near future, to have 
invited local authorities and others concerned to submit an analysis of local 
problems, with suggestions for possible changes, so that we could consider 
producing draft proposals for public debate. In practice, however, we do not 
think it would be possible to proceed in this way in the absence of guidance from 
the Secretary of State about a number of important issues. 

49. Moreover, any such guidance by the Secretary of State is likely to be the 
subject of consultation with the local authority associations; and we ourselves, in 
accordance with the Commission’s own past practice, would also wish, if 
practicable, to agree our programme and procedures with these associations. But 
such consultation on the Commission’s part can only sensibly take place against 
the backcloth provided by any guidelines the Secretary of State may decide to 
issue. 

50. We have represented to the Secretary of State the urgent need to make 
clear whether it is intended to issue guidance to both local authorities and the 
Commission on such matters as the extent and nature of our mandatory reviews; 
whether, for example, they are to be limited and fairly low-key exercises, 
primarily concerned to eliminate clear and obvious anomalies; or, as some 
interested parties seem increasingly to expect, to comprise a radical reappraisal 
of the existing pattern of local government. If the latter, we would need general 
criteria for considering and proposing change, and the order in which we should 
carry out the reviews. 

51. We recognise that these considerations, and there are others, raise 
important and far-reaching issues to which there may be no easy or early 
answers. Nonetheless, the statutory duty imposed on the Commission beginning 
on 1 April 1984 remains, and unless guidance can be issued very quickly, the 
work of the Commission will be seriously delayed; in fact, it is already apparent 
to us that, short of an early determination of the issues about guidelines which 
involved a minimum of preparation, we shall ^not be in a position to start a 
comprehensive review of the boundaries of principal areas on 1 April 1984, much 
as we should like to do so. Further, uncertainty about the position after April 
1984 is beginning to cast its shadow over the Commission’s continuing work. We 
are reluctant to set in hand reviews which will not be completed before next April, 
lest thereafter they should then be subject to inordinate delays caused by the 
pressure of other business, thus rendering abortive much detailed work 
undertaken by local authorities. 

52. In the meantime, we are continuing with our work of completing the 
outstanding county electoral reviews and of dealing with district and parish 
boundary reviews. Indeed, we believe that this, our continuing remit, will have to 
go on even when we do commence mandatory reviews post 1 April 1984; in our 
view it will not be acceptable that all district and parish review work, for example, 
should be frozen until 1990 or beyond. Clearly, however, the extent to which we 
shall be able to make progress with both this work and the mandatory reviews 
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will depend upon the resources available to us, and the degree to which local 
authorities follow suggestions outlined above about procedure. 



Signed: 

LS 

G J ELLERTON (Chairman) 

WILFRED BURNS (Deputy Chairman) 

JOAN ACKNER 
TYRRELL BROCKBANK 
G E CHERRY 
D P HARRISON 



L B GRIMSHAW Secretary 



24 March 1983 
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APPENDIX A 

EXTRACTS FROM REPORT No 286 



DISTRICT ACTION 

1. Paragraph 27 of DOE Circular No 121/77 states that “The procedure to 
be followed by district councils which undertake reviews is in section 60 of the 
Act, which is reproduced in Annex A* . In view of the need for communities to be 
accurately identified it is most important that the inhabitants of the area to be 
reviewed should have adequate opportunities to express their views. In areas 
which are already parished this could be achieved by calling the parish meeting, 
first to consider whether there should be a change and if so what form it should 
take and later to consider formulated proposals. In unparished areas informal 
local meetings could be called. In both parished and unparished areas reviews 
and proposals, as they are formulated, should be advertised in the local press. 
Charter trustees should be consulted on reviews and proposals affecting charter 
trustee towns.” 

INITIATION OF A FULL DISTRICT COUNCIL PARISH BOUNDARY 
REVIEW 

2. Section 48(8) of the Act lays the responsibility for initiating a Review on 
the district council. The procedure is laid down in section 60. The district council 
should make a public announcement, through the local press and by public 
notices, of their intention to undertake a Parish Boundary Review for the district. 
Each parish and town council, and the Chairman of a parish meeting where there 
is no council, should be notified of the review. The announcement and 
notification should invite formal Requests from parish authorities, and the 
submission of comments from local residents and local organisations. The bodies 
specified in section 60(2) should be consulted at all stages of the review 
procedure. At least three months should be allowed for responding to the 
invitation; a final date for receipt of requests and comments should be specified. 
No doubt in parished areas existing machinery will provide for the expression of 
local opinion. In unparished areas the district council may wish to call a local 
meeting in order to discover local opinion. 

PREPARATION OF DISTRICT COUNCIL PARISH BOUNDARY REVIEW 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INTENDED CHANGES 

3 . With proper regard for local interests, to the statutory requirements and to 
the guidelines in DOE Circular No 121/77, the district council should then hold 
any necessary consultatiop with parishes and any organisation or person making 
representations and prepare and publish in the local press and by public notice 
Draft Recommendations for intended changes (or where they have none in mind, 
a statement to that effect). 

Opportunity should be given to any person who may be interested in the review 
to enable them to have access to the relevant documents and maps at a public 
office as specified in section 60(2)(c). Six weeks should be allowed for the receipt 
of comments, after which the Draft Recommendations should be considered 



♦See Annex to Appendix B, page 19 
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again by the district council. As a result of local reaction, the district council may 
wish to modify their Draft Recommendations or to hold a local meeting before 
deciding whether to modify them before submitting them to the Commission. 

4. The submission of the district council’s Recommendations to the 
Commission should take the form of a Report containing:— 

(fl) a statement of the procedures carried out by the district council in the 
formulation of the Report; 

{b) a description of the recommended changes with reasons for suggesting 
them or, if no change is considered necessary, the reasons for this view. For 
parished areas the Report should record the views of each parish authority 
and relevant opinions which may have been expressed by any person or 
group of people concerned. The Report should also record opinions 
received by the district council from persons and bodies in unparished 
areas. In each case the Report should include the district council’s 
comments and decisions thereon; 

(c) a description of proposed arrangements for the election of parish councils 
and suggested consequential modifications to district and county electoral 
arrangements (see paragraph 5 below); 

(d) maps of the appropriate scale (see paragraph 6) with the proposed changes 
clearly delineated. 

The district council should announce the publication of the Review Report 
containing their Recommendations in the local press and by public notice and by 
sending copies of the announcement to all parties which have taken part in the 
review, when they submit their Report to the Commission. 



CONSEQUENTIAL ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS 

5. Changes in parish boundaries will have consequential effects on electoral 
arrangements at parish level and may also have effects at district and county 
level, and such changes must take effect substantially at the same time as the 
boundary changes. At parish level the district council will need to decide in 
respect of the new parishes which they recommend, what should be the size of the 
council and whether it should be elected by parish wards. Where district ward 
boundaries or county electoral division boundaries follow parish boundaries or 
parish ward boundaries which it is proposed to change, the alterations to the 
district wards and county electoral divisions concerned will need to be specified. 
In the case of minor changes, it will usually be appropriate for the district ward 
boundary or electoral division boundary to follow the new parish boundary. In 
the case of major changes it may be necessary for whole parishes, or parish wards, 
to be transferred to different district wards or county electoral divisions to 
maintain so Far as possible the balance of electoral equality. Such changes may 
entail changing the number of councillors representing district wards. 
Responsibility for proposing changes to district and county electoral 
arrangements lies with the Commission, but district councils should include with 
their Report on parish boundary changes suggestions for electoral 
consequential, including, where appropriate, the views of the County Council, 
giving the number of electors living in the affected areas and any projected 
changes over the five years immediately following. 
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MAPS 



6. Each Report to the Commission containing Recommendations should be 
supported by an Ordnance Survey Administrative Area map at a scale of 
1:100,000 which covers the whole district, showing existing parishes and 
recommended changes. 

In addition, details of changes in urban areas should be depicted on maps at a 
scale of 1:10,000 (or 6" to 1 mile). For rural areas, maps at a scale of at least 
1:25,000 (or to 1 mile) should be provided. As existing civil parish 
boundaries are shown by a fine red line on 1:100,000 mapping, the same colour 
should be used in a similar way at 1:10,000 or 1:25,000, ie civil parish in thin red 
and district and county boundary in thicker red lines. All parts of parishes 
suggested for transfer should be depicted by light blue colouring or hatching; 
proposed civil parish boundaries should be drawn in fine blue lines of a darker 
colour than the hatching. The use of braces rd across the boundary to show where 
parts are to be transferred may be helpful. Where considered desirable the areas 
transferred could be numbered and so referred to in the Report and descriptions. 

Small areas should be clearly indicated and if necessary illustrated on a larger 
scale map inset. All colours should be common between the maps. Portions of 
different parishes being transferred to the same parish should be given the same 
hatching or tint. Where possible a single colour (blue) should be used for area 
changes. Care should be taken to ensure that printed detail on the map remains 
visible. All marginal notes should be retained. These include the scale of the map, 
the date of the survey on which the map is based, the dates of latest revision of the 
map and the dates to which boundaries on the map are revised. 

A key to all additional material, including development relevant to proposed 
changes, should be provided for each set of maps. 
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APPENDIX B 

EXTRACTS FROM REPORT No 287 

6. The Commission, when announcing their intention to undertake a review, 
will ask the authority which made the request to submit a detailed scheme for 
boundary changes. The submission should be accompanied by: 

(i) a description of the recommended changes with reasons for suggesting 
them; 

(ii) a record of the views of the other local authorities whose areas are 
affected by the proposed changes; 

(iii) maps of the appropriate scale showing the proposed new boundaries in 
relation to the existing boundaries (see para 9); 

(iv) a statement of the population and rateable value involved for each area 
transferred; 

(v) suggestions for consequential modifications to district and county 
electoral arrangements, and, where appropriate, a description of the 
revised electoral arrangements for any parished area affected (see paras 
7 and 8). 

The authority will be asked to announce the publication of the submission in 
the local press and by public notice at the same time as they submit it to the 
Commission, and to make a copy of the submission available for inspection at 
the requesting authority’s offices. 

CONSEQUENTIAL CHANGES IN ELECTORAL ARRANGEMENTS 

8. Responsibility for proposing changes to district and county electoral 
arrangements lies with the Commission, but authorities making detailed 
submissions should include suggestions for electoral consequentials, including 
the views of the other authorities concerned, giving the number of electors living 
in the affected areas and any projected changes over the five years immediately 
following. Section 78 of the Local Government Act 1972 defines ‘electoral’ 
arrangements and Schedule 1 1 sets out relevant rules. 

MAPS 

9. Each request for a review should be supported by Index maps showing the 
limits of the administrative area to which changes are being suggested (see 
paragraph 3). Index maps should be made on the Ordnance Survey 1:100,000 
administrative area diagram for the County. 

Details of changes, submitted in connection with reviews (see paragraph 6), 
should be depicted on maps of a scale not less than 1:10,000 (or 6" to the mile), 
supported where necessary by maps of a larger scale. Existing civil parish, district 
and county boundaries are shown in red on 1:100,000 maps; the same colours 
should be used in a similar way at 1:10,000 or other scale used for existing 
boundaries, ie civil parish in thin red and district and county boundary in thicker 
red lines. Changes suggested should be illustrated on the Index maps and the 
larger scale maps using the following colour conventions: — 

(a) Proposed alterations to a county boundary should be shown by a fine blue 
line with lighter blue colour wash. 
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{b) Proposed alterations to a district boundary, which is not a county 
boundary, should be shown by a fine gold line with lighter gold colour 
wash. 

(c) Proposed alterations to a civil parish boundary, which is neither a county 
nor a district boundary, should be shown by a fine gold line (only where a 
parish review is relevant to a county or district review). 

The existing boundaries suggested to be altered should be cancelled with 
crosses in the same colour as the new boundary is shown. The use of 
braces ~across the boundary to show where areas are to be transferred would be 
helpful. 

Care should be taken to ensure that printed detail on the map remains visible. 
All marginal notes should be retained. These include the scale of the map, the 
date of the survey on which the map is based, the dates of latest revision of the 
map and the dates to which boundaries on the map are revised. 

A key to all additional material, including development relevant to proposed 
changes, should be provided for each set of maps. 



COMMISSION ACTION 

10. The Commission will follow the procedure set out in section 60(1), (2) 
and (5) of the Act. No regulations have been made under section 60(6). Section 60 
is reproduced in the Annex* to this report. 

1 1 . The Commission will allow a period of eight weeks from the publication 
of a submission before proceeding to formulate draft proposals, or an interim 
decision not to make proposals, to allow other interested parties to submit 
objections, comments or counter-proposals. 

12. The Commission will ask the principal authorities concerned to arrange 
for copies of the draft proposals, or of an interim decision not to make proposals, 
to be available for public inspection at their offices for a specified period of six 
weeks. The Commission will also announce the publication of the proposals, or 
the decision not to make proposals, in the local press and by public notice. This 
announcement will indicate where the relevant documents can be inspected. The 
Commission will also send copies to the local authorities, the MPs for the 
constituencies concerned, the headquarters of the main political parties and to 
those who commented on the draft submission. 

A period of six weeks will be allowed for comment before the Commission 
proceed to their final decision. If the Commission consider that they require 
further information, they may request the appointment of an Assistant 
Commissioner to carry out investigations or consultations and to report to them. 

13. A Report containing the Commission’s final proposals or a final decision 
not to make any proposals will be submitted to the Secretary of State for the 
Environment, and will be published. Publication of the Report will be announced 
in the local press and by public notice. Copies will be sent to the local authorities 
involved and to all who had submitted comments. 



*See page 19 
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ANNEX TO APPENDIX B 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1972 — PART IV 



CONDUCT OF REVIEWS 

60. (1) A Commission or district council proposing to conduct a review 

under the foregoing provisions of this Part of this Act shall take such steps as they 
think fit to secure that persons who may be interested in the review are informed 
of the proposal to conduct it and of any directions of the Secretary of State which 
are relevant to it. 

(2) In conducting any such review a Commission or district council shall 

{a) consult — 

(i) the council of any local government area affected by the 
review, and such other local authorities and public bodies as 
appear to them to be concerned; 

(ii) any bodies representative of staff employed by local 
authorities who have asked the Commission or the council 
as the case may be, to be consulted; and 

(iii) such other persons as they think fit; 

{b) take such steps as they think fit for securing that persons who 
may be interested in the review are informed of any draft 
proposals or recommendations, any draft of an order under 
section 50(4) or 57(4) above or any interim decision not to make 
proposals or recommendations or any such order and of the 
place or places where those proposals or recommendations or 
that order or decision can be inspected; 

(c) in particular, deposit copies of those proposals or 
recommendations or that order or decision at the offices of any 
principal council whose area may be affected thereby and 
require any such council to keep the copies available for 
inspection at their offices for a period specified in the 
requirement; and 

{d) take into consideration any representations made to them 
within that period. 

(3) In considering any recommendations made by a district council in 
consequence of a review conducted by them under this Part of this Act a 
Commission may consult the council of any local government area 
affected by the review, such other local authorities and public bodies as 
appear to them to be concerned and such other persons as they think fit. 

(4) Where a Commission propose to modify any proposals 
recommended by a district council as aforesaid or not to submit any such 
proposals, the Commission shall — 

(df) take such steps as they think fit for securing that persons who 
may be interested in any modification or decision are informed 
of it and of the place or places where it can be inspected; 
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(b) deposit copies of any draft modification or the decision at the 
offices of any principal council whose area may be affected 
thereby and require any such council to keep the copies 
available for inspection at their offices for a period specified in 
the requirement; and 

(c) take into consideration any representations which may be made 
to them with respect to any such modification or decision within 
that period. 

(5) Where a Commission or a district council make a report, proposals 
or recommendations under this Part of this Act they shall — 

(a) take such steps as they think fit for securing that persons who 
may be interested in the report, proposals or recommendations 
are informed of the report, proposals or recommendations and 
of the place or places where they can be inspected; 

(b) in particular, deposit copies of the report, proposals or 
recommendations at the offices of any principal council whose 
area may be affected thereby and require any such council to 
keep the copies available for inspection at their offices until the 
expiration of six months after the making of an order giving 
effect, with or without modifications, to the proposals or 
recommendations or after a notification by the Commission 
that they have no proposals to put forward or, as the case may 
be, by the Secretary of State that he does not propose to give 
effect to the proposals of the Commission. 

(6) Subject to subsections (1) to (5) above, the Secretary of State may 
make regulations prescribing the procedure by which a Commission or, 
as the case may be, a district council are to conduct a review under this 
Part of this Act or by which a Commission are to consider 
recommendations of a district council thereunder. 

(7) Subject to those subsections and to any regulations made under 
subsection (6) above, the procedure of a Commission or a district council 
in conducting any such review and the procedure of the Commission in 
considering any such recommendations shall be such as they may 
determine. 
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APPENDIX C 

EXTRACTS FROM THE COMMISSION’S LETTER OF 17 JULY 1980 



FURTHER GUIDANCE ON PARISH REVIEWS 

1 . It has become apparent to the Commission during their consideration of 
parish reviews submitted following the issue of DOE circular 121/77 that their 
own task and that of local authorities could be lightened and simplified by 
clarification of the guidance given in their Report No 286. This letter seeks to 
identify aspects of procedure which give rise to difficulties, actual or potential, 
and to suggest ways in which they can be avoided. It is issued after consultation 
with DOE and the local authority associations. In this connection the 
Association of Metropolitan Authorities have asked that their general 
disagreement with the principle of mandatory reviews should be recorded. 

Check list of points to be covered 

2. One major difficulty facing the Commission over parish reviews is the lack 
of a common approach among the reports submitted by District Councils; there 
is evidence too that in the absence of clearer guidance some District Councils 
have experienced similar difficulties. The Commission have therefore thought it 
might be helpful to District Councils to provide them with a check list of the 
points they would like to see covered; this is attached at Annex A* to this letter. 
To the extent that District Councils find it possible to cover all these points in their 
reports it should be possible to avoid reference back to them for additional 
information. 

Publicity for reviews 

3. The arrangements made by District Councils for publicising their reviews 
appear generally to have worked well. District Councils are however asked to 
take two further steps — firstly to consult the County Council at an early stage of 
Parish reviews with regard to the implications for County Electoral Divisions, 
and to maintain consultation at each stage of the review; and secondly, to include 
in the announcement of the publication of their report to the Commission (final 
sentence, paragaph 4, of Report No 286) a statement to the effect that anyone 
wishing to send comments to the Commission on the review report should do so 
within six weeks of its publication. This is equally important whether or not the 
District Council recommends any change in the present arrangements. 

Alterations to boundaries 

4. Technical difficulties have arisen in the later stages of certain parish 
reviews over the precise definition, for purposes of the order implementing the 
changes, of some of the new boundaries proposed. Ordnance Survey have a 
statutory duty in connectio.n with boundaries established by order; delay can 
often be avoided if they are consulted at an early stage. Subject to their other 
commitments they are prepared to discuss technical aspects of proposed new 
boundaries with a District Council before the Council finalises its report to the 
Commission. 

5. Paragraph 6 of Report No 286 asks district councils to support their report 
with an Ordnance Survey Administrative Area map at a scale of 1:100,000 

*See page 23 
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covering the whole district and showing existing parishes, with recommended 
changes marked in blue. Some councils have done this and the Commission have 
found these maps particularly useful. 

6. All transferred areas (whether urban or rural) need to be shown on 
standard Ordnance Survey 1:10,000 (or 6" to 1 mile) scale maps. If changes 
require particular clarification, it is helpful if they are additionally shown on an 
even larger scale. The Ordnance Survey Administrative Area map does not show 
parish wards, so that any parish wards to be affected by transfer need to be shown 
on the 1:10,000 scale maps by pecked red lines and named. The 1:10,000 scale 
maps should also be used to show any new parish wards to be established 
otherwise than by reference to existing district wards. 

7. The 1:10,000 scale maps need not show: 

i. any parishes which are to be dealt with as a whole, eg by amalgamating 
them with other parishes; 

ii. the whole of any parishes to be affected by transfers; 

hi. the areas of any former boroughs or urban districts which are to be 
formed into parishes without any boundary changes. 

8. Where recommended changes involve proposed boundaries along roads, 
the new parish and parish ward boundaries should normally follow the centre of 
a road, unless there are special reasons to the contrary, which should be 
explained. 

Parish electoral arrangements 

9. District Councils should not include in their report details of any changes 
in parish electoral arrangements, except where the changes arise directly from 
changes in parishes or parish boundaries which the report is recommending. 

Circulation of reports 

11. Some District Councils have produced their review report in printed or 
bound form. Where this is done it would be helpful to the Commission 
Secretariat and save further copying if 10 copies could be supplied. If there are 
separate maps it would be helpful if two sets of these could be provided. 
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ANNEX A TO APPENDIX C 
PARISH REVIEWS 



CHECK LIST OF POINTS TO BE COVERED IN DISTRICT COUNCIL 

REPORTS 

1. PROCEDURE 

{a) Copies of public notices announcing (1) start of review, (2) publication 
of draft recommendations or decision not to make recommendations, 
and (3) submission of report to the Commission. 

(6) Information about public meetings held, including numbers of those 
attending and any resolutions adopted. 

(c) Copies of all correspondence relating to objections made to the 
Council’s final recommendations or to requests for change not pursued 
by the Council. 

(d) Whether or not Ordnance Survey have been consulted. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

(a) Summary of all recommendations in respect of suggested changes and 
reasons for them. 

(b) Statement of reasons for not recommending changes which have been 
suggested to the District Council. 

(c) Clear indication of extent of agreement locally to all recommendations 
either for change or no change. 

3. NEW PARISHES 

Where there is a suggestion that a new parish should be formed the following 

information should be provided: 

(a) Views of existing parish councils affected. 

(b) Steps taken to sound out local opinion e.g. local meetings or polling of 
residents. 

(c) Degree of interest shown e.g. numbers attending public meetings 
compared to size of electorate, correspondence received or sent to local 
press. 

(d) Extent to which local bodies which have expressed views may be 
regarded as representative. 

4. ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCES 

(a) Recommendations should be made for consequential changes in the 
electoral arrangements for district wards or county divisions 
necessitated by changes in the parish structure. 

(b) The size of the electorate so affected should be stated in each case, 
together with any likely changes in the next five years. 
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(c) Proposed electoral arrangements for new or changed parishes should be 
indicated in the Report. 

{d) A tabular statement should be included showing all the areas 
recommended for transfer, and giving particulars of any parish ward 
into which an area is to be transferred. Where boundaries of district 
wards or county electoral divisions are affected particulars should also 
be given of the ward or division into which an area is to be transferred. 
Where no change to district wards or county divisions is involved this 
should be stated. 

(e) County Councils should be kept informed of all stages of reviews. 
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APPENDIX D 

ELECTORAL REVIEWS NOT AS YET COMPLETED 



Metropolitan counties 

Greater Manchester 
Merseyside 
South Yorkshire 
Tyne and Wear 
West Yorkshire 



Non-metropolitan counties 

Bedfordshire 

Berkshire 

Cambridgeshire 

Cleveland 

Cornwall 

Leicestershire 

Norfolk 

North Yorkshire 
West Sussex 
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APPENDIX E 



REPORTS TO THE SECRETARY 
BOUNDARY CHANGES 


OF STATE 


ON PRINCI 


Name 


Number 


To Secre 


Tamworth/Lichfield 


379 


31.3.80 


Thamesdown/N Wilts 


380 


3.4.80 


Realignment of River Cole 


— 


3.4.80 


Manchester/Trafford 


381 


9.5.80 


West Lancs/Wigan* 


404 


18.11.80 


Hillingdon/S Bucks* 


411 


14.1.81 


Lincoln/ N Kesteven 


412 


28.4.81 


Swale/Gillingham 


414 


1.7.81 


Sedgefield/Stockton* 


416 


23.7.81 


Craven/Bradford* 


415 


24.7.81 


Macclesfield/ Vale Royal 


418 


21.8.81 


W oodspring/Sedgemoor* 


420 


9.11.81 


E Hants/Havant 


422 


10.2.82 


Allerdale/Carlisle 


423 


26.2.82 


Realignment of River Gt Ouse 


— 


12.3.82 


Crawley/Horsham/Mid Sussex 


425 


19.5.82 


Swale/Maidstone 


430 


17.8.82 


Charnwood/N W Leics 


431 


17.8.82 


Basildon/Castle Point 


432 


25.8.82 


E Herts/Stevenage 


433 


13.9.82 


Taunton Deane/Sedgemoor 


434 


23.9.82 


N Kesteven/West Lindsey 


435 


29.11.82 


Wansdyke/Woodspring/Mendip* 


437 


3.12.82 



*also inter-county boundary 
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